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IX. — τὸ δέ ἐκ Luctan 


By Proressor C. W. E. MILLER 


JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 


Tue present article is a sequel of a paper entitled “On τὸ 
δέ = ‘ Whereas,’”’ which was published in this journal, vol. 
XXXIX, 1908, pp. 121-146. The starting-point of the former 
article was Heindorf’s note on τὸ δ᾽ οὐ δεῖ, Plato, Theaet. 157 B. 
The author of the note translates τὸ δ᾽ οὐ δεῖ by guum tamen 
non oporteat, and asserts that τὸ δέ is thus used any number of 
times to express an opinion contrary to what precedes, and 
that it may be rendered by quam tamen. He cites a number 
of passages that are supposed to illustrate the usage in ques- 
tion, and he concludes his note with the words: “Sed abunde 
ubivis est exemplorum, quorum aliqua studiosorum causa 
attuli, quoniam nondum, quod sciam, a doctis de hoc genere 
explicatum est.” 

The assurance that characterizes these remarks seems to 
have carried conviction with it, and the gentle rebuke admin- 
istered in the closing words seems to have awakened scholars 
to a sense of their duty, for, from the time of the publication 
of the note in 1805, commentators and grammarians -have 
been vying with one another in their efforts to explain and 
develop the construction brought into prominence by Hein- 
dorf. Thus, to mention the names of only a few representa- 
tive scholars and their divergent views, Ast found fault with 
Heindorf, and regarded τὸ δέ as an elliptical form of τὸ 
δ᾽ ἀληθές ; Stallbaum sought to merge the views of Heindorf 
and Ast; Bernhardy, though not exactly agreeing with Ast, 
thought Ast’s explanation better than that of his predecessors; 
Krueger speaks of an adverbial use of τὸ δέ, whilst Buttmann 
before him called it conjunctional ; Madvig explains the con- 
struction by the ellipsis of a sentence that is indicated by τό; 
Thompson considers τό an accusative, and assigns to it the 
meaning ‘in regard to this’; and Forman thinks of τὸ δέ as 
‘on the other hand,’ in contrast to an implied τὸ μέν.1 

1 Compare 74PA, XXXIX, 121-124, where these views are set forth in full. 
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Encouraged, by this mass of conflicting opinion, to under- 
take the investigation of a construction about which he had 
always had misgivings, the writer instituted a detailed exami- 
nation of all the passages that had been adduced in support 
of the alleged usage. The number of examples studied was 
forty-one. Of these examples, thirty-six were from Plato, two 
from Thucydides, and one apiece from Sophocles, Isocrates, 
and Demosthenes. It was shown that all of these examples 
might satisfactorily be accounted for by the ordinary use of 
the substantive article, yet, in the absence of complete statis- 
tics, the writer did not venture to express a final opinion, but 
limited himself to the following conclusions : 

“αι Whilst there is a general agreement among scholars 
as to the existence of Heindorfian τὸ δέ, there is a correspond- 
ing disagreement as to the real nature of the idiom. 

“2. The vast majority of the examples that have been 
cited in support of the construction most certainly do not 
belong to that category. 

“3, The number of examples of the construction cannot, 
in any case, be very large, and Heindorf’s ‘abunde ubivis est 
exemplorum’ is a great exaggeration. 

“4. It is not safe by emendation to introduce the construc- 
tion into the text of an author, as some scholars do in Plato, 
Phaedo, 109 D, nor is it sound practice to explain instances 
of τὸ δέ after the Heindorfian fashion if other satisfactory 
explanations lie near at hand. 

“5. Until further data are available, it is futile to attempt 
any new explanation of the phenomenon in question, or to 
argue about the relative merits of the various explanations 
that have already been offered.” 

It was for the purpose of supplying further materials for 
the final solution of the question that the present study was 
undertaken. In view of the great influence of Platonic style 
and diction on Lucian, this author might reasonably be sup- 
posed to reflect Plato’s usage of τὸ δέ, and, conversely, the 
determination of Lucian’s conception of τὸ δέ might reasona- 
bly be expected to throw some light on Plato’s attitude towards 
this phrase. The whole of the Lucianic corpus was therefore 
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subjected to a careful examination, the results of which are 
presented in the following pages. 

Before taking up the detailed study of the examples of τὸ 
δέ, it will be well to add to the list of conflicting opinions 
briefly referred to above, and cited in full in the former arti- 
cle, the views of Jul. Sommerbrodt and C. F. Hermann, 
which were encountered in a perusal of such of the Lucianic 
commentaries as were at the writer’s disposal. 

In the second edition (1878) of Baendchen 3 of Ausge- 
waehlte Schriften des Lucian, Sommerbrodt has the following 
comment on Quomodo Hist. Conscrib. ὃ 5, τὸ δὲ οἶσθά που καὶ 
avtds,... ὡς οὐ TOV... ῥᾳθύμως συντεθῆναι δυναμένων τοῦτ᾽ 
ἐστίν: “τὸ δέ τι αἱ vero. Nicht selten wird so bei spaeteren 
Schriftstellern, namentlich bei Lucian, τὸ δέ gebraucht, um 
falschen Annahmen, die vorausgehen, die wirkliche Lage der 
Dinge mit Nachdruck gegenueberzustellen.”” It is interesting 
to note that Sommerbrodt’ has transferred the nidus of the 
construction from Plato to Lucian. The formula τὸ 6¢= αὐ 
vero seems to have been borrowed from Hermann’s note, 
which is now to be cited. 

In his edition of Quomodo Historiam Conscribi Oporteat, 
Francofurti ad Moen. 1828, C. F. Hermann comments as fol- 
lows on the passage cited above : “ Τὸ δὲ sexcenties significare 
quum tamen, allatis quibusdam exemplis—studiosorum, ut 
ait, gratia, quoniam nondum, quod sciat, a doctis de hoc genere 
explicatum sit —docuit Heind. ad Plat. Theaet. p. 333. 334. 
At hoc est vertere, non explicare. Explicare aggressus est 
Astius ad Plat. Remp. p. 363, ut sit i. ᾳ. τὸ δὲ ἀληθές, cui acce- 
dere non debebat Engelh. ad Plat. Apol. Socr. p. 165. Nam 
quae tandem haec esset ellipsis, omisso vocabulo eo, in quo 
cardo rei versaretur? . . . Immo potius τὸ δὲ est i. g. τοῦτο 
δὲ, primariaeque ejus constructionis memoriam conservave- 
runt loci quales Plat. Lys. p. 205. D. τὸ δὲ πῶς εἶχεν; Epist. 
vil. p. 330. A. τὸ δ᾽ εἶχε δὴ πῶς; Phaed. p. 87. C. τὸ δ᾽, 
οἶμαι, οὐχ "οὕτως ἔχει. Cratyl. p. 404. E. τὸ δέ γ᾽ ἐστὶν, ὡς 
ἐμοὶ δοκεῖ, κάλλιστα κείμενον. Epist. τι. 315. B. τὸ δὲ οὐδέν 
ἐστι τοιοῦτον. Luc. Anach. 35. Pro Imm. 3. τὸ δὲ οὐχ οὕτως 
ἔχει. Lpist. Saturn. 26. τὸ δὲ πάνυ ἀγνοεῖτε ὁποῖόν ἐστιν. 
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Philops. 8. τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν yévoro, 22. τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ εἶχεν οὕτως. 
Mere. Cond. ©, 21. Pseudom. τ etc. . . . Deinde, repetito 
primum, quod haud raro fit, vocabulo τοῦτο, ut vel ipso hoc 
nostro loco et quos praeterea laudat Jac. ad Luc. Tor. p. 143, 
mox nullo constructionis discrimine conjunctionis vim acce- 
pisse constat, ut sit af vero. Sic Plat. Politic. p. 263. D. 
Luc. Zeux, 2. τὸ δὲ κατὰ τὴν παροιμίαν ἄνθρακες ἡμῶν ὁ 
θησαυρὸς ἦσαν etc. V. Ast, ad Plat. Symp. p. 257. Stallo. 
ad Apol. Socr. p. 32.” 

It is rather disappointing to see Hermann, after starting so 
‘well, making so poor a finish. To be sure, even his start was 
not perfect, for, when he says τὸ δὲ = τοῦτο δέ, he does not 
show as delicate an appreciation of the meaning of the sub- 
stantive article as, for example, Hemsterhuys ad Dza/. Mar. 
1, 296 R., who has the following to say of ἡ δὲ in ἡ δὲ ποῦ σοι 
γῆς αὕτη pet; “Ἢ δὲ non est idem plane, quod αὕτη " sic enim 
scribendum fuerat, ἥδε δὲ ποῦ σοι &c. Cape quasi posuis- 
set Luctanus, ἡ δὲ ᾿Αρέθουσα.᾽ In other words, Hemsterhuys 
recognizes the anaphoric use of the substantive article as dis- 
tinct from the demonstrative force of the ordinary demonstra- 
tive pronoun. Apart from this slight inaccuracy, Hermann 
deserves credit for recognizing the ordinary substantive use 
of the article in the large number of examples that he cited, 
but the explanation that he offers of the supposed conjunc- 
tional τὸ δέ, is very curious, to say the least, and it is a pity 
that he selected as instances of genuine conjunctional τὸ δέ 
two examples that are doubtful in the extreme. Forin Plato, 
Politicus, 263 D, τό has a direct reference and is the object 
of διονομάζοι, as was pointed out in 7APA, ΧΧΧΙΧ, 142; and 
in Luc. Zeux. 2, τό is adjectival, as will now be shown. 

Zeuxis 2 (1, 840 R.) reads as follows: ὥστε οὐ μετρίως 
ἐπήρμην καὶ ἐκινδύνευον πιστεύειν αὐτοῖς ἕνα καὶ μόνον ἐν τοῖς 
Ἕλλησιν εἶναι λέγουσι καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα. τὸ δὲ κατὰ τὴν 
παροιμίαν, ἄνθρακες ἡμῶν ὁ θησαυρὸς ἦσαν, καὶ ὀλίγου δέω 
θαυματοποιοῦ τινος ἔπαινον ἐπαινεῖσθαι πρὸς αὐτῶν. There is 
nothing to compel one to regard the τὸ δέ of this passage as 
conjunctional or adverbial. Except for Hermann’s note, it 
would have been dismissed with a mere mention. The τό is 
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adjectival, and must be joined with κατὰ τὴν παροιμίαν after 
the analogy of such phrases as τὸ τῆς παροιμίας, τὸ τοῦ λόγου, 
τὸ λεγόμενον, etc. Cf. Dial. Mort. 6, 2 (1, 349 R.): νῦν δὲ τὸ 
τῆς παροιμίας, ἡ ἅμαξα τὸν βοῦν. Philops. 32 (11, 58 R.): 
τί τοῦτ᾽ ἔφην, ὦ ᾿Αρίγνωτε, καὶ σὺ τοιοῦτος ἦσθα ἡ μόνη ἐλπὶς 
τῆς ἀληθείας, καπνοῦ μεστὸς καὶ ἰνδαλμάτων; τὸ γοῦν τοῦ 
λόγου ἐκεῖνο, ἄνθρακες ἡμῖν ὁ θησαυρὸς πέφηνας. Jud. Voc. 
ο (τ, 94 R.): καὶ πᾶσαν ἀποκέκλεικέ μοι τὴν θάλασσαν οὐδὲ 
τῶν ἐν κήποις φεισάμενον σευτλίων, ὡς τὸ δὴ λεγόμενον μηδὲ 
πάσσαλον μοι καταλιπεῖν. Cf. also Prometh. in V. 6 (1, 34R.); 
de Merc. Cond. 30 (1, 689 R.); Hermot. 86 (1, 831 R.); Alex. 
9 (1, 217 R.); Asin. extr. (τ, 625 R.); Jupp. Tr. 3 (τι, 645 R.); 
Philops. 29 (mi, 55 R.); Pseudol. 7 (in, 168 R.). 

De Merc. Cond. 21 (1, 677 R.) is ambiguous, but may advan- 
tageously be considered in connection with the preceding 
example. The passage reads as follows: πλὴν ἀλλὰ χαίρεις 
γε καὶ σεαυτὸν ἐξαπατᾷς καὶ del τὰ μέλλοντα βελτίω γενήσεσθαι 
νομίζεις. τὸ δ᾽ ἔμπαλιν ἢ σὺ ἤλπισας γίγνεται καὶ ὡς ἡ 
παροιμία φησίν, ἐπὶ Μανδροβούλου χωρεῖ τὸ πρᾶγμα καθ᾽ ἑκά- 
στην, ὡς εἰπεῖν, τὴν ἡμέραν ἀποσμικρυνόμενον καὶ εἰς τοὐπίσω 
ἀναποδίζον. Hermann, in the note cited above (pp. 133 f.), 
considers the τὸ δέ of this passage as equal to τοῦτο δέ, and, 
in fact, τό may possibly be the substantive article and the 
subject of γέγνεται. (Comp. Aler. 36 discussed on p. 140.) 
In that case τό would signify “the matter,” and the sentence 
would be translated: “But the matter is turning out con- 
trary to your expectations.” Though admitting the possibil- 
ity of this interpretation, the writer must confess that the 
adjectival use of τό seems more natural in this passage, τό 
being taken with ἔμπαλιν, and the sentence being translated : 
“ But the reverse of what you had expected is taking place.” 
For the frequent use of the article with ἔμπαλιν, consult the 
lexica, and compare, from our author, Hermot. 86 (1, 830 R.): 
καὶ εὖ ἴσθι, οὐκ ἂν ὥκνησα καὶ ἐλλέβορον πιεῖν διὰ τοῦτο és TO 
ἔμπαλιν ἢ ὁ Χρύσιππος, ὅπως μηδὲν ἔτι νοήσαιμι ὧν φασι. See 
also 61 (1, 803 Κ.). 

The preceding passages contain examples of adjectival τὸ 
(δέ) that might be mistaken for Heindorfian τὸ 8é. In the 
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group that follows, τό is substantival and its antecedent is a 
substantive. 

Similar to some of the examples cited in support of Hein- 
dorfian τὸ δέ is Ver. Hist. τι, 42 (11, 135 R.): οὔπω δὲ πεντακο- 
σίους σταδίους διελθόντες εἴδομεν ὕλην μεγίστην Kal λάσιον 
πιτύων καὶ κυπαρίττων. καὶ ἡμεῖς μὲν εἰκάσαμεν ἤπειρον εἶναι" 
τὸ δὲ ἣν πέλαγος ἄβυσσον ἀρρίζοις δένδροις καταπεφυτευμένον. 
The expression of a view is contained in the sentence εἰκάσα- 
μεν, etc.; then there follows the correction of the view in the 
τὸ δέ clause; and, finally, Heindorf’s, or Ast’s, or Hermann’s 
translation of τὸ δέ will make good sense. Yet none of the 
commentators appears to have claimed this passage for the 
conjunctional or adverbial use of τὸ δέ. The reference of τό 
is too clear. It means “it,” “the thing,’ namely, “that which 
we imagined to be a continent.” The article is here normally 
placed in the neuter gender, and not in the feminine to agree 
with ὕλη or ἤπειρος, because what was believed to be main- 
land was found to be πέλαγος, and the rule is that the subject 
demonstrative agrees with the predicate. See Gildersleeve, 
S.C. G., §§ 127 sq. and compare § 635. Gesner’s Latin 
translation, in Reitz’s edition of Lucian, brings out this point: 
“ Ac nos quidem putabamus continentem eam esse: at 2llud 
pelagus erat profundum, arboribus radice carentibus consi- 
tum.” 

Similar to the preceding passage is Hermot. 61 (1, 802 R.): 
Od τοίνυν οὐδὲ φιλοσοφίαν ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς ὧν φήσει τις τοῦ πρώτου, 
μάθοις ἂν ἅπασαν ὁποία ἐστίν - οὐ γὰρ ἕν τι ἣν ὥσπερ ὁ οἶνος, 
ᾧπερ σὺ αὐτὴν ἀπεικάζεις ἀξιῶν ὁμοίαν εἶναι τῷ γεύματι, τὸ δὲ 
ἑτεροῖόν τι ὥφθη οὐ παρέργου τῆς ἐξετάσεως δεόμενον. Here 
τό resumes the subject of ἣν, φιλοσοφία understood, from which 
it is separated by a relative sentence, though in that sentence 
φιλοσοφία is again referred to by a pronoun in the accusative 
case. τό has been attracted into the neuter gender by the 
combined influence of the two predicates ἕν τι and ἑτεροῖόν τι. 
That τὸ δέ is not conjunctional or adverbial here, but that τό 
is the subject nominative of ὥφθη, is supported by Gesner’s 
translation: ‘“ Neque unum aliquid erat, ut vinum, cui tu illam 
assimilas, & similem esse gustui postulas: at 2//am plane diver- 
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sum quid esse apparuit, quod exploratione non pertunctoria 
indigeat.” For examples of the resumption of the subject- 
nominative of a negative clause by the subject-nominative 
subsiantive article with δέ, see examples in Gildersleeve, 
S.C. G., § 519, and, for Lucian, compare Aszm. 17 (11, 585 R.): 
τὰ δὲ ῥόδα ἐκεῖνα οὐκ ἣν ῥόδα ἀληθινά, τὰ δ᾽ Hv ἐκ τῆς ἀγρίας 
δάφνης φυόμενα. 

Hardly different from some of the instances that have been 
cited in support of Heindorfian τὸ δέ is Alex. τ (τ, 207 sq. R.): 
Σὺ μὲν ἴσως, ὦ φίλτατε Κέλσε, μικρόν τι τοῦτο καὶ φαῦλον οἴει 
τὸ πρόσταγμα, προστάττειν τὸν ᾿Αλεξάνδρου σοι τοῦ >A βωνοτει- 
χίτου τοῦ γόητος βίον καὶ ἐπινοίας αὐτοῦ καὶ τολμήματα καὶ 
μαγγανείας ἐς βιβλίον ἐγγράψαντα πέμψαι" τὸ ὃ έ, εἴ τις ἐθέλοι 
πρὸς τὸ ἀκριβὲς ἕκαστον ἐπεξιέναι, οὐ μεῖόν ἐστιν ἢ τὰς ᾿Αλεξάν- 
Spou τοῦ Φιλίππου πράξεις ἀναγράψαι + τοσοῦτος ἐν κακίᾳ οὗτος, 
ὅσος εἰς ἀρετὴν ἐκεῖνος. There is the usual contrast of suppo- 
sition, σὺ μὲν tows . . . οἴει, and fact, τὸ dé... οὐ μεῖόν 
ἐστιν, and the translation of τὸ δέ by “but the fact is,” “where- 
as in fact,” “quum tamen,” “at vero,” makes good sense. But 
translation proves nothing, and τό finds a ready antecedent 
in πρόσταγμα, though, to be sure, πρόσταγμα is followed by 
an appositional infinitive προστάττειν, and upon this infinitive 
depends another infinitive accompanied by a participle, in 
which participle is lodged the burden of the command. That 
τό in this passage is the resumptive substantive article and is 
the subject of ἐστίν, is a view that is shared by C. F. Her- 
mann, /.c. It also has the support of Gesner, as is shown by 
his translation: “Parvum tu forte . . . existimas, quod jus- 
sisti, Alexandri me tibi . . . vitam etc. in librum relatas mit- 
tere. At z//ud, si quis accurate velit singula persequi, non 
minus est, quam Alexandri . . . actiones describere.” 

Still another instance in which τό has for its antecedent a 
substantive, though slightly disguised, is Déal. Meretr. 8, 3 (1m, 
300 sq. R.): ἡ γυνὴ δὲ αὐτοῦ πρὸς ἅπαντας ἔλεγεν ὡς ὑπὸ φαρ- 
μάκων ἐκμήναιμι αὐτόν. τὸ δὲ ἦν ἄρα ζηλοτυπία τὸ φάρμακον. 
ὥστε, ὦ Χρυσί, καὶ σὺ χρῶ ἐπὶ τὸν Topylav τῷ αὐτῷ φαρμάκῳ. 
Here again the Heindorfian, or Astian, or Hermannian trans- 
lation of τὸ δέ would make good sense. But there is every 


138 C. W. E. Miller [1911 


warrant for regarding τό as signifying τὸ φάῤμακον ὑφ᾽ οὗ ἔλε- 
γεν ὡς ἐκμήναιμι αὐτόν, and the appositive τὸ φάρμακον is added 
to make this clear. For the apposition, compare Psezdol. 7 
(111, 168 R.): ὁ δὲ τοῦτο δὴ τὸ τοῦ λόγου, ὄνον κιθαρίζειν πει- 
ρώμενον ὁρῶν ἀνεκάγχασε μάλα ἡδὺ ὁ ποιητὴς οὗτος ὁ ἐμός. 

We come now to a large class of examples in which τό, like 
the last example of the previous group, is the subject of a 
verb of being or becoming, but the antecedent of τό is not a 
substantive, but a clause. The Lucianic formulae are either 
identical with the Platonic formulae that are employed in sim- 
ilar passages, or they closely resemble them. The following 
list shows Lucian’s usage: τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἣν, τὸ δὲ τί δή ποτε ἦν; 
τὸ δὲ, . . ἂν εἴη, τὸ δ᾽ οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει, τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ εἶχεν οὕτως, τὸ 
δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο, τὸ δ᾽ ἐς τοὐναντίον τοῖς πλείστοις προὐχώρει, 
τὸ δέ σοι περὶ τὰ κάτω χωρεῖ. Let us pass in review, with 
such comment as may be necessary, the passages that exhibit 
these formulae. 

Pro Imag. 2 sq. (11, 485 R.): οἴονται yap ὑπὸ τῶν ἐπαίνων 
ἀλλαγήσεσθαι σφίσι καὶ τὰς μορφὰς καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀνηβήσειν αὖθις 
ὥσπερ ὁ Πελίας ᾧετο. τὸ δὲ οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει" πολλοῦ γὰρ ἂν 
ὁ ἔπαινος ἣν τίμιος, εἴ τι καὶ ἔργον αὐτοῦ ἀπολαῦσαι δυνατὸν ἣν 
ἐκ τῆς τοιαύτης ὑπερβολῆς. τό 15 ὃ οἴονται. Gesner translates: 
“ At hoc non ita se βαρεῖ," and Hermann, /c., considers τὸ 
δέ = τοῦτο δέ. 

Anach. 35 (i, 915 sq. R.): “Eouxas, ὦ ᾿Ανάχαρσι, τοιόνδε τι 
δυνάμεως πέρι ἐννοεῖν, ὡς οἴνῳ ἢ ὕδατι ἢ ἄλλῳ τῶν ὑγρῶν ὁμοίαν 
αὐτὴν οὖσαν" δέδιας γοῦν μὴ ὥσπερ ἐξ ἀγγείου κεραμεοῦ λάθῃ 
διαρρυεῖσα ἐν τοῖς πόνοις κᾷτα ἡμῖν κενὸν καὶ ξηρὸν οἴχηται τὸ 
σῶμα καταλιποῦσα ὑπὸ μηδενὸς ἔνδοθεν ἀναπληρούμενον. τὸ δὲ 
οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει σοι, ἀλλ᾽ ὅσῳ τις ἂν αὐτὴν ἐξαντλῇ τοῖς πόνοις, 
τοσῷδε μᾶλλον ἐπιρρεῖ κατὰ τὸν περὶ τῆς “ὕδρας μῦθον. Here 
τὸ = ὃ δέδιας. Jacobitz, ad loc., remarks: “ τὸ δέ, dieses aber.” 
Hermann, /.c., cites this as an instance of τὸ δέ = τοῦτο δέ. 

Philops. 22 (1, 50 R.): ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἐν τῷ συνηρεφεῖ ἦν, TO μὲν 
πρῶτον ὑλαγμὸς ἐγένετο κυνῶν, κἀγὼ εἴκαζον Μνάσωνα τὸν υἱόν, 
ὥσπερ εἰώθει, παίζειν καὶ κυνηγετεῖν εἰς τὸ λάσιον μετὰ τῶν ἡλι- 
κιωτῶν παρελθόντα. τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ εἶχεν οὕτως, ἀλλὰ μετ᾽ ὀλίγον 
σεισμοῦ Tivos γενομένου καὶ βοῆς οἷον ἐκ βροντῆς γυναῖκα ὁρῶ 
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“προσιοῦσαν φοβεράν, ἡμισταδιαίαν σχεδὸν τὸ ὕψος. τό is ὃ εἴκα- 
fov. Hermann takes τὸ δέ as equal to τοῦτο δέ, and Gesner 
renders: “Αἱ 2//ud non ita se habebat.” 

Rhet. Pr. 8 (11, 8 R.): οὐ γὰρ ἑώρων νέος ὧν ἔτι τὸ βέλτιον, 
ἀλλὰ τὸν ποιητὴν ἐκεῖνον ἀληθεύειν ἤμην λέγοντα ἐκ τῶν πόνων 
φύεσθαι τἀγαθά. τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ εἶχεν οὕτως - ἀπονητὶ γοῦν ὁρῶ 
μειζόνων τοὺς πολλοὺς ἀξιουμένους εὐμοιρίᾳ τῆς αἱρέσεως τῆς 
τῶν λόγων καὶ ὁδῶν. τότε ὃ ἤμην. Gesner’s translation is: 
“sed vera dicere poetam illum putabam, ex laboribus nasci 
bona, dicentem. At “μα non ita se habebat.” 

Philops. 8 (11, 37 R.): ἄπιστον εἶναί σοι δοκεῖ τὸ ἐκ τῶν 
τοιούτων γίγνεσθαί τινας ὠφελείας ἐς τὰ νοσήματα; "Ἔμοιγε, ἣν 
δ᾽ ἐγώ, εἰ μὴ πάνυ τὴν ῥῖνα κορύζης μεστὸς εἴην, ὡς πιστεύειν τὰ 
ἔξω καὶ μηδὲν κοινωνοῦντα τοῖς ἔνδοθεν ἐπεγείρουσι τὰ νοσήματα 
μετὰ ῥηματίων, ὥς φατε, καὶ γοητείας τινὸς ἐνεργεῖν καὶ τὴν 
ἴασιν ἐπιπέμπειν προσαρτώμενα. τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο, οὐδ᾽ ἣν 
és τοῦ Νεμείου λέοντος τὸ δέρμα ἐνδήσῃ τις ἑκκαίδεκα μυγαλᾶς 
ὅλας. τό is τὸ τὰ ἔξω... ἐνεργεῖν καὶ τὴν ἴασιν ἐπιπέμπειν 
“προσαρτώμενα. This is the view of Gesner, who translates : 
“ut credam, externa... operosa 0556, & sanationem, si appen- 
dantur, immittere? Enimvero oc non contigerit, neque si 
quis in pelle de Nemeaeo leone sexdecim totas mustelas deli- 
get.” Hermann considers this an instance of τὸ δέτε τοῦτο 
δέ. 

Dial. Meretr. 12, 4 (1, 314 R.): ἐπειδὴ δὲ οὐχ ἑώρων τὸ 
ἄσθμα ἕν, τὸ μὲν πρῶτον ᾧμην τὴν Λυδὴν αὐτῇ συγκαθεύδειν " 
τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἦν, ὦ Πυθιάς, ἀλλ’ ἐφαψάμενος εὗρον ἀγένειόν τινα 
πάνυ ἁπαλόν, ἐν χρῷ κεκαρμένον, μύρων καὶ αὐτὸν ἀποπνέοντα. 
τό-- ὃ ᾧμην. Gesner: “Αἴ ἦσε non erat.” 

Dem. Encom. 49 (1, 526 R.): ΑΡΧΙΑΣ. Ταῦτα εἰπών, 
Μὴ πρόσαγέ μοι τὴν χεῖρα, ἔφη " τὸ κατ᾽ ἐμὲ γὰρ οὐδὲν παράνο- 
μον ὁ νεὼς πείσεται, τὸν δὲ θεὸν προσειπὼν ἑκὼν ἕψομαι. κἀγὼ 
μὲν ἦν ἐπὶ τῆς ἐλπίδος ταύτης, καὶ τὴν χεῖρα τῷ στόματι προσα- 
γαγόντος, οὐδὲν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ προσκυνεῖν ὑπελάμβανον. ΑΝΤΙΠΑ- 
ΤΡΟΣ. Τὸ δὲ τί δή ποτε ἦν ; τό = ὃ ὑπελάμβανες. Gesner: 
“Quid ergo Ζ μα erat?” 

Epist. Sat. 2, 25 (1, 407 R.): Τί ταῦτα ληρεῖς, ὦ οὗτος, 
ἐμοὶ περὶ τῶν παρόντων ἐπιστέλλων Kal ἀναδασμὸν τῶν ἀγαθῶν 
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ποιεῖν κελεύων ; τὸ δὲ ἑτέρου ἂν εἴη, τοῦ νῦν ἄρχοντος. τό-- ὃ 
ἐμὲ ποιεῖν κελεύεις. So Gesner: “Quid sic deliras, O noster, 
qui . . . bonorum divisionem me jubeas instituere? At c/ud 
alterius opus fuerit.” , 

Alex. 36 (11, 243 R.): καὶ τοῦτο ἣν ἰδεῖν τὸ ἔπος πανταχοῦ; 
ἐπὶ τῶν πυλώνων γεγραμμένον ὡς τοῦ λοιμοῦ ἀλεξιφάρμακον. 
τὸ δ᾽ ἐς τοὐναντίον τοῖς πλείστοις προὐχώρει (Cobet περιεχώ- 
ρει)" κατὰ γάρ τινα τύχην αὗται μάλιστα ai οἰκίαι ἐκενώθησαν, 
ἐν αἷς τὸ ἔπος ἐπεγέγραπτο. τό -- ὃ ἤλπισαν. Compare Ges- 
ner’s translation: “ Eratque videre hunc versum ubique in- 
scriptum portis, tanquam depellendae luis remedium. Hoc 
vero contra plerisque evenit.” 

Adv. Indoct. 1 (τι, 99 R.): καὶ μὴν ἐναντίον ἐστὶν ob ἐθέλεις 
ὃ νῦν ποιεῖς - οἴει μὲν γὰρ ἐν παιδείᾳ καὶ αὐτὸς εἶναί τις δόξειν 
σπουδῇ συνωνούμενος τὰ κάλλιστα τῶν βιβλίων; τὸ δέ σοι 
περὶ τὰ κάτω χωρεῖ καὶ ἔλεγχος γίνεται τῆς ἀπαιδευσίας πως 
τοῦτο. τό -- ὃ ποιῶν οἴει ἐν παιδείᾳ καὶ αὐτὸς εἶναί τις δόξειν. 
So Gesner: “ Putas enim, in doctrina te ipsum quoque visum 
iri esse aliquid, si studiose pulcherrimos quosque libros coe- 
mas. At ἐμαὶ nequiter tibi evenit.” 

As in Plato, so in Lucian, there are a few instances of accu- 
sative τὸ (δέ). Akin to the examples of the preceding group is 
Ep. Sat. 2, 26 (11, 408 R.): τὸ δὲ ὅλον, ἔστε of πένητες ὑμεῖς. 
ἐξηπατημένοι καὶ οὐκ ὀρθῶς δοξάζοντες περὶ τῶν πλουσίων, οἵ γε 
πανευδαίμονας αὐτοὺς οἴεσθε εἶναι καὶ μόνους ἡδύν τινα βιοῦν 
τὸν βίον, ὅτι δειπνεῖν τε πολυτελῶς ἔστιν αὐτοῖς καὶ μεθύσκε- 
σθαι οἴνου ἡδέος, κτέ. τὸ δὲ πάνυ ἀγνοεῖτε ὁποῖόν ἐστιν. ai 
τε γὰρ φροντίδες αἱ περὶ τούτων οὐ μικραί, κτὲ. Here τό is 
proleptically placed in the accusative as the object of ἀγνοεῖτε, 
but it is again understood as the subject of ἐστίν. τό is ‘the 
matter about which you hold such views.’ Hermann cites. 
this as an example of τὸ 8¢ = τοῦτο δέ, and Gesner translates: 
‘“Omnino autem, quale zd sit, nescitis.” 

Quom. Hist. Conscr. § (u, 6 sq. R.) resembles the previous. 
passage. The text is as follows: καίτοι οὐδὲ παραινέσεως οἱ 
πολλοὶ δεῖν οἴονται σφίσιν ἐπὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα, οὐ μᾶλλον 7} τέχνης. 
τινὸς ἐπὶ τὸ βαδίζειν ἢ βλέπειν ἢ ἐσθίειν, ἀλλὰ πάνυ ῥᾷστον καὶ 
πρόχειρον καὶ ἅπαντος εἶναι ἱστορίαν συγγράψαι, ἤν τις ἑρμη-- 
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νεῦσαι τὸ ἐπελθὸν δύνηται " τὸ δὲ οἶσθά που Kal αὐτός, ὦ ἑταῖρε, 
ὡς οὐ τῶν εὐμεταχειρίστων οὐδὲ ῥᾳθύμως συντεθῆναι δυναμέ. 
νων τοῦτ᾽ ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ. .. πολλῆς τῆς φροντίδος δεόμενον. 
τό-- τὸ ἱστορίαν συγγράψαι. Here again τό is proleptically 
the object of a verb of knowing, but instead of being again 
understood as the subject of ἐστίν, it is replaced by an ex- 
pressed τοῦτο. Gesner translates: “sed facillimum omnino, 
& promtum, & uniuscujusque esse, scribere historiam, modo 
quis eloqui, quae in mentem veniunt, possit. Hoc vero, nosti 
forte ipse quoque, sodalis, quam non sit ex facillimis, neque 
ex iis, quae negligenter componi possint, sed hoc esse, si quid 
est in studiis literarum aliud, quod multa cura indigeat.” Som- 
merbrodt takes τὸ δέ as equal to ‘at vero,’ and adds the note 
cited above, p. 133. 

In Dial. Mort. 6, τ (1, 347 R.): Kawa, ὦ Τερψίων, νομοθε- 
Tels, TOV μηκέτι τῷ πλούτῳ χρήσασθαι δυνάμενον πρὸς ἡδονὴν 
ἀποθνήσκειν - τὸ δὲ ἄλλως ἡ Μοῖρα καὶ ἡ φύσις διέταξεν. τό 
means ‘the matter that you would regulate by a new law,’ 
and is the object of διέταξεν. This view is supported by 
Jacobitz, ad loc., who writes: “ τὸ δέ, dieses aber; vgl. Iud. 
voc. 11. Dial. mar. 14, 3. Anach. 35 u. 5. Kr. Gr. ὃ. 50, 1, 4.” 
Hemsterhuys, in Reitz’s Lucian, translates : “ ut is, qui amplius 
divitiis uti nequeat ad voluptatem, moriatur: “oc autem secus 
a Fato & Natura constitutum est.” 

Quom. Hist. Conscr. 19 (ΤΙ, 27 R.) presents difficulties of a 
critical and an exegetical nature. The text, as printed by 
Jacobitz, reads as follows: ἄλλος τις ἀοίδιμος ἐπὶ λόγων δυνά- 
μει Θουκυδίδῃ καὶ αὐτὸς ὅμοιος ἢ ὀλίγῳ ἀμείνων αὐτοῦ, πάσας 
πόλεις καὶ πάντα ὄρη καὶ πεδία καὶ ποταμοὺς ἑρμηνεύσας πρὸς 
τὸ σαφέστατον καὶ ἰσχυρότατον, ὡς ᾧετο - τὸ δὲ ἐς ἐχθρῶν κεφα- 
Aas ὁ ἀλεξίκακος τρέψειε" τοσαύτη ψυχρότης ἐνῆν ὑπὲρ τὴν 
Κασπίαν χιόνα καὶ τὸν κρύσταλλον τὸν Κελτικόν. The forego- 
ing was not the reading that Gesner had in mind when he 
translated the passage as follows: ‘qui urbes omnes, ὅς 
omnes montes, & campos & fluvios disertissime elocutus 
fuerit, ὃς vehementissimum, ut putabat, illud, /w hostium capita 
malorum depulsor vertat! Tantum frigus inerat etc.” Leh- 
mann (1823), ad doc., approves Gesner’s translation, and would 


142 C. W. E. Miller [1911 


write καὶ ἰσχυρότατον... τόδε. _ But Hermann, ad /oc., finds 
fault with Lehmann for having followed Gesner’s and 
Wieland’s translations, and follows the text given above, 
which makes better sense than the other, and is the generally 
accepted one. This text also presents the contrast that is so 
frequently found in sentences containing τὸ δέ, The author 
thought his descriptions to be clear and effective, while 
Lucian found them so frigid that he prayed the Averter of 
Evil to inflict them on the enemy. τό is the object of τρέψειε, 
and means “ces descriptions insupportables,” as Duebner 
(1867), ad /oc., puts it, or “the stuff,” as one might translate 
to give the effect of the Greek singular. Though Hermann 
does not comment on the construction of τὸ δέ, his translation 
shows that he favors the above view. It is as follows : “ oppida 
omnia omnesque montes, campos, fluvios descripserat accu- 
ratissime atque gravissime, ut sibi quidem videbatur; zd vero 
hostium in capita Averruncus convertat! tantum inerat frigus 
etc.” 

There remain for consideration four examples of anticipa- 
tory τὸ δέ. The first of these is Quom. Hist. Conscr. 24 (1, 
33 R.): καὶ οὐδὲ τοῦτο ἀπέχρησεν αὐτῷ, ἀλλὰ καὶ THY ἐμὴν 
πατρίδα τὰ Σαμόσατα ὁ αὐτὸς ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ βιβλίῳ ἀράμενος ὁ γεν- 
ναῖος αὐτῇ ἀκροπόλει καὶ τείχεσι μετέθηκεν εἰς τὴν Μεσοποταμίαν, 
ὡς περιρρεῖσθαι αὐτὴν ὑπ’ ἀμφοτέρων τῶν ποταμῶν, ἑκατέρωθεν 
ἐν χρῷ παραμειβομένων καὶ μονονουχὶ τοῦ τείχους ψανόντων. τὸ 
δὲ καὶ γελοῖον, εἴ σοι νῦν, ὦ Φίλων, ἀπολογοίμην, ὡς οὐ Ilap 
θναίων οὐδὲ Μεσοποταμίτης σοι ἐγώ, of με φέρων ὁ θαυμαστὸς 
συγγραφεὺς ἀπῴκισε. This passage presents no difficulties. 
τό is the antecedent of the conditional clause, as is the Eng- 
lish 12 in the translation: ‘“/¢ would be a good joke, if I 
were to set up a defence etc.” There is no note on the τὸ δέ 
in Sommerbrodt. Gesner translates: “Ridiculum autem 
fuerit, si nunc caussam apud te .. . dicam etc.” Hermann, 
ad loc.: “Id vero vel ridendum esset, si jam apud te . 
causam dicerem.” . 

In de Syr. Dea, 20 (1, 467 R.) likewise, τό is the antece- 
dent of a conditional clause. The passage reads thus: νέος 
μὲν ἐγὼ καὶ γυναικὶ καλῇ ἕψομαι. τὸ δέ μοι μεγάλη συμφορὴ 
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ἔσσεται, ef μὴ ἔγωγε: πᾶσαν αἰτίην κακοῦ ἀπόθήσομαι. Gesner 
translates : “ Hoc vero magnae mihi erit calamitati, nisi omnem 
ego mali caussam atque obtentum removero.” 

De Merc. Cond. 6 (1, 660 sq. R.) furnishes an example in 
which τὸ δέ, while vaguely referring to what precedes, is more 
precisely defined by a subsequent clause. The text is as 
follows: φέρ᾽ οὖν ἴδωμεν, εἰ ἀληθῆ λέγουσι καὶ ἐκ τοῦ pdatov 
μὴ πολλὰ μηδὲ πλείω τῶν ἄλλων πονοῦσι περιγίγνεται αὐτοῖς 
τὰ διδόμενα: εὐχῇ γὰρ ἂν ἐοικότα εἴη ταῦτά γε, μὴ πονήσαντα 
μηδὲ καμόντα ἕτοιμον ἀργύριον λαβεῖν. τὸ δέ ἐστι καὶ ῥηθῆναι 
κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἀδύνατον" τοσαῦτα πονοῦσι καὶ κάμνουσιν ἐν ταῖς 
συνουσίαις, ὥστε πλείονος ἐνταῦθα καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦτο μάλιστα τῆς 
ὑγιείας δεῖσθαι, μυρίων ὄντων ὁσημέραι τῶν ἐπιτριβόντων τὸ 
σῶμα καὶ πρὸς ἐσχάτην ἀπόγνωσιν καταπονούντων. The sen- 
tence εὐχῇ γὰρ dv . . . λαβεῖν prepares us for the τὸ δέ, but 
the real reference of the τό is to the paratactic clause τοσαῦτα 
πονοῦσι «ré. Gesner’s translation is: “Sed quam contra 
omnia se habeant neque dici, prout res postulat, potest: tot 
labores sustinendi, tot molestiae in illis familiaritatibus.” 

Flermot. 69 (1, 811 sq. R.) is the last of the examples to be 
discussed. The text of Jacobitz follows: 

EPM. . . . καὶ ἔγωγε ἤδη χάριν οἷδά σοι ἐξευρόντι σύντο- 
μόν τινα ταύτην ἡμῖν καὶ ἀρίστην ὁδόν. 

ATK. Καὶ μὴν οὐδέπω χάριν ἄν μοι εἰδείης εἰκότως " οὐδὲν 
γάρ σοι ἐξευρηκὼς ἔδειξα, ὡς ἐγγυτέρω σε ποιήσειν τῆς ἐλπίδος, 
τὸ δὲ πολὺ πορρωτέρω γεγόναμεν ἢ πρότερον ἦμεν καὶ κατὰ 
τοὺς παροιμιαζξομένους “ πολλὰ μοχθήσαντες ὁμοίως ἐσμέν.᾽ 

ΕΡΜ. Πῶς τοῦτο φής ; πάνυ γὰρ λυπηρόν τι καὶ δύσελπι 
ἐρεῖν ἔοικας. 

ATK. Ὅτι, ὦ ἑταῖρε, κἂν εὕρωμεν ὑπισχνούμενόν τινα εἰδέναι 
τε ἀπόδειξιν καὶ ἄλλον διδάξειν, οὐκ αὐτίκα, οἶμαι, πιστεύσομεν 
αὐτῷ, ἀλλά τινα ζητήσομεν τὸν κρῖναι δυνάμενον, εἰ ἀληθῆ ὁ 
ἀνὴρ λέγει" κτὲέ. This is the Lucianic passage that was cited 
by Heindorf in support of τὸ 6¢= “whereas.” Lehmann 
(1823) has the following note ad loc. : “ Τὸ δὲ πολὺ] Sic haec 
conjuncta leguntur in B. 1. et 3. In aliis; et in Reztziana 
quoque, et recentt.,.commate post δὲ posito separata: τὸ δὲ, 
πολὺ πορρωτέρω. Unde error natus, τὸ δὲ absolute. positum 
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esse, et πολὺ referendum ad Comparativum. Quapropter 
jam Seagerus in Class. Journ. Vol. x1, p. 73, quum illud τὸ 
δὲ concoquere non posset, medicinam loco, non suo stomacho, 
quaesivit, eoque tandem devenit, ut legere cuperet, τὸ δ᾽ évav- 
τίον, πολὺ etc. Tantum turbarum prava interpunctio excitare 
potuit! Conjunge, quaeso, τὸ πολὺ, et redde: maxima ex 
parte: et omnia, spero, sana erunt.” Notwithstanding Leh- 
mann’s eloquence, it must be said that to combine τό with 
πολύ does not yield as good sense as to take it as a substan- 
tive. The Jacobitz text is non-committal, there being no 
comma after either d¢ or πολύ. Gesner left τό untranslated. 
His version is: “ nihil enim vel inveni vel ostendi, quod spei 
te tuae propius admoveat. Sed multo, quam prius eramus, 
longius nunc absumus, &, quod est in proverbio, post multum 
laborem, ut ante habemus.” To the writer it seems best to 
regard τό as an accusative of the inner object with πολὺ πορ- 
ρωτέρω γεγόναμεν. τό anticipates the ὅτι clause with which 
Lycinus continues after the interruption by Hermotimus: τὸ 
δὲ... πορρωτέρω γεγόναμεν... ὅτι, ὦ ἑταῖρε, κἂν εὕρωμεν 
κτὲ. This appears to be ἃ better explanation than to make 
τὸ (δέ) resumptive. In the latter case also, τό would be the 
accusative of the inner object, but the reference would be to 
the plan involved in οὐδέν. The sense in that case would be: 
“but this suggestion of mine has carried us much further 
away from the realization of our hopes.” 

There have been discussed, in the foregoing pages, twenty- 
four examples of τὸ dé It was the aim of the writer to 
include in this discussion all of the instances that in any 
way resembled those that have been adduced by one scholar 
or another in support of Heindorfian τὸ δέ Instances like 
Tyr. 8 (11, 146 ΚΒ.) αὐτὸς μὲν ἐκποδὼν ἀπηλλαττόμην . . . τὸ 
dé (sc. τὸ ξίφος). . . διεπράξατο, and Dial. Mar. 14, 3 
(1, 323 R.), λίθον ἐποίει αὐτό (sc. τὸ κῆτος), τὸ δὲ τέθνηκεν, 
have been excluded, because they could not possibly be 
mistaken for the construction in question. The same cate- 
gories that occur in Plato are found also in Lucian. Here 
as there the largest group constitutes the τὸ δ᾽ οὐχ οὕτως 
ἔχει and kindred examples; there are a few cases of ac- 
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cusative τὸ δέ, and a few instances of the anticipatory use. 
In point of numbers, τὸ δέ is perhaps a little more frequent in 
Lucian than in Plato, and this difference may possibly be 
due to the tendency of the imitator to exaggerate his model. 
As in Plato, all of the examples readily range themselves 
under the familiar categories of the substantive article, and 
Sommerbrodt’s “nicht selten . .. namentlich bei Lucian,” 
applied to the supposed conjunctional or adverbial use, has 
as little warrant as Heindorf’s “abunde ubivis est exemplo- 
rum.” It will thus appear that the results of the study of 
Lucianic τὸ δέ serve materially to strengthen the conclusions 
that were reached in the paper on τὸ δέ = “ whereas,” and it 
may now be stated, without fear of contradiction, that most 
of the examples of alleged Heindorfian τὸ δέ belong to other 
categories, and that Heindorfian τὸ δέ, if it-exists at all, exists 
in very small numbers. 


